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Just over a- decade ago Moynihan wrote the report which tQ .

. ~
&

ay, 1is the 'most frequently cited discussion of black -:
fanilie in the;United Swates (U.S., Department of Labor, 1965)., ,
Moynihan, building upon the ideas of Frazier (1939),. observed .
high rates of marital dissolution among blacks, the ﬁrequent
heading of §amilie§ by women and the numerous illegitimate births

h,and then concluded that the deterioratior of fqmilles was the

fundamental, source of weakness of the\black community. In con-

. . 4 -

trast pe foted that white families achieved and maintained a high °
degree of stability\CU.S.,~Department of Labor, l§65:.5).

The Moynihan.report'contains the following major arguments ) |
(for discussion and“evaluation of that report see: Adams, 1971: . : ‘

~— - o T

o *

120-130; Billingsley, 1968: 198-207; Rainwater and Yancey,”f%ﬂ.h-'

\

First. there is a measurable aspect of family structure -
’ . / ) “ { i . .
which he called family stability. . . fea

——

R

Seéond, whites andblacksdiffer on this dimension and among
o N L - . . 4
blacks, but not among whites, there has been a trend away from J
‘ . . [ A ) :

family stabiliti. S "”- —_—

»
-

Third, fluctuations‘in family stabilit§ among blacks are

, closely related to economic opportﬂnities.for men. Increases

-+ “in unemployment Moynihan showed were matched by rises in family

’ (4 o, .
headship by.women. . Ty

Fourth instability in the family of origin depreciates the

life chances of children.//;n Moynihan s words, Negro children

, without fathers flounder and fail (U:S., Department of Labor,

' 1985:35). Tl _
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. d Writers who comment about the Moynihan Report havk asked why
L. . a <@
a topic as personal. as family structure sheuld be of interest. . . %,

3 “
.

« Ross and Sawhill (1975: 13) argue there are three reasons for the

) analysis of family composition.- Ffrst,‘there is a welfare concern

L "<

[

- since families headed by @ woman are much more likely’ to be
- , 5
4impoverishe than families headed by a husband and his wife. . In f

. N

1976, among blacks, 55 percent of the female headed families* )

contrasted to only 16 percent of the male headed families were .

21

in poverty (U.S., Bureau of the Census, 1977a: Table 16). AT

Second, children who are raised in one parent familie€s -
‘ " achieve less ag adhlts than do children raised in husband-wife .

b4

‘- . \ .o
families, Studi&i'in the 1960s found that, independent of other

socioeconomic characteristics of their family'of origin,,growlng‘“

.~

un}apart From a tyo—parent family cost a non-white man about_b‘* A=

quarters qf/a yvear of schooling (Duncan, Featherman-and Duncan,

.
!

1972: 64). Replications in the 1970s also demonstrate that bladks

of

’ " ¢« from broken families complete fewer years of educatjion thatb do ,
. '1

those who llved with both parents (Hauser{and Featherman, 1976) and " 3

\
. have lower occupational achievement (Featherman and Hauséi,vl976 Table 5).
. %N a .
Thixd, welfare policies designed~to improve econ?mic wellf
)

-
*

- betng could be self defeiting if they tend to sMift indiyiduals .
into those family statuses associated with‘l&# income (Ros8 and
o’ o ® L p .
4 e . [ .
SaWhill 1975¢ 3) . '. . Yod ‘ .'IA . . ’
- Phis paper describes recent ch%nges in, family L o
structure. The trends among blacks;are R ; ' . ,::
. s SR ‘L
; ~ - ;
VAR ¢ ;o s .
~ ¢ , - , ) . ) ,. . v ] ~
. R '0. . oK ’ - + .
a ! B 4 "' 4, l ¢ L. ! -
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’ Ae .
compared to those among whites and - to gain perspective over a

longer span-- we‘gonsidered changes from 1950 to the present.

v
t

‘ \ .

14

zDemographic.Indicators of Family Stability .- & .

'3

e N

N
Most investigators who use the term family stability fail

-\.
\H

. to explicitly define the concept_but their discussions focus . ot

areund the permanence of the living arrangements of married

adults, the legitimacy of births and whether children are raised

by both parents. , On thetbasis of such observations, we developed . \
the following definitioh A stable famjly system is one in wh1ch
adults marry, live with_ thgir spouse andinz,hlch children are
-born into and raised in such families.éfarley and Hermalin, 1971:

'2). Demographic tabulations_were examined to obtain indicators.

. .
. A

of each dimensidn of family stability. Four classes of measures

<
A

are"available. . . . )
- 0 i ‘
a. The current marital statug of adults @

b. The distribution of families by headship "and the propor-—
tion of men and women who head their own families .

©c. roportion of births illegitimﬁge arld the rate at ' L‘.
i;h unmarried women bear ‘children

d. the family living arrange/ents of children

N
This study is restricted to demographic indicators of family ) \ '
structure and there are no national data which would permit us *
to assess social or psychological aspects of family structure.. |
We cannot, “for example, study bonds of affection or types of ' ,. e

emotional support. Demographic data, however, describe the -

. N v
- . . o v , y e ,‘ .
- s , : ' ."

- N7 * “
s g

.’
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living arrangements of children and adults and demographie’ .

v

nﬁhifts reflect changes in the funotidning of family life.

Trends in-Family Stabilitgﬁ— Marital Status 3 : .

Informatidn about marital status comes from the decenntal

censuses and the Census Bureau's Current Population Survey. Adults .

* “» - *
. - . v

are asked whether they are:single - that is, have neyer married -
= or—f theyvare'currently married, separated, widowed or divorced.
. . . . ’ ‘. '

Individuals in common law marriages are reported as married-(U.S.,

~ . . [ .

. {
Bureau of-the Census, 1963: xx). For individuals who report them-'
. : . ' g
.selves currently married, the.Census~§uxeau checks the composition
- ’ \

" of the hpusehold to determire if a spouse shates thé domicile.

This permits categorization of currently married adults into two
{. . ] o ) .
groups: married-spouse present and married-spouse-absent. Mr‘*
. , )

>

individuals are‘in the married-spouse-absent category because of

. ] ¢

marital discord éince:hinsrecent years, about three-quarters of

a'

absent’ women feported they were separated.which is generally a

PIr Jc; to divorce (u.s., Bureau of the Census, l977b Table 1).

-~
’

Only a small fraction of the married-spouse—abgent women - 3 per-

«f"cent in 1976 - reported they“lived apart because of their husband ]
military duty (u. S., Bureau of the. Census 1977b Table 1).

These demographic tabulations provide at "least- two indicators-
KN i

“of marita118tability ¢For a discussion of other indicators see:

Y ¢ K K PN

. N
> Glick 1970). We can, for. instance, examine changes over timé in

- N ow ¥ - e
/‘ .
N - " ’ s M
A ¢ - - o - . r N
’ w5 . ¢ 1 .
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Y > . '8 : - , ,
°
.« . A
L 6> *
v, . P ~
$ L] . v Yo .
] - '
. h ]
“ . » N »- ) « P

<

o . Ve
the married—spouse—absent men and two-thirds of the married—sgouse-t,

o
\
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o oot

the proportion of adults’ who are in the status assoc1ated w1th

stability - the proportion of adults married-spouse preSent - or
- s . ' é
we.can-look at shifts.in the proportion of adults~who 11ve apart

- .

v : - 4

from their spouse because of marital disco%d,;that is’, fhe propor-

® “tion either currently divorced or married-spouse—absentf

v

1 shoWS.trends over time in theee two indicators of family 'sta-

Figure

.o

_bility. Figures for 1950 were gathered in the decennial cenSus

(.
wh11e those for other years come from the Current Populatlon

.

-

iv

-

'ké .
Survey,‘a monthly sample which now includes 45, 000 households T

(s

To faciI’tate the analysﬁé

Ay

't

(U.S. ”Bureau"of the Census, T977b: 54).
of trends over time, .the datg have been standardized for age.
Whenever possible figures for, the white and. black or Negro populai'\\
tion have been used but until 968 many- tabulations were'published

for whites and\nonwhites only.1 ' . Ii o

- . R . N

“Figure 1 - - =

N e , « -

) ", Turniag first to data about black men, we obgeryjﬁa trend
The proportion who were maryied and

o~ -

;from about 58 percent in 1950:

away’from marital stabiiity.

liwved with their wife decreas

to 53 percent at present and the proportion who lived apart ‘

t

from their wife because of marital discord rose in a cahparable

< - - ) .

b 4

manner, the primary change being a growing proportion reporting

The proportion in the

y *

’ o

they are currently divorced. statuses

indicative of marital disruption was about 10 to lg'pereent in

.

*  the 19608 but 'increased to 15_percent in the mid- 19703.
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Trends among blagk women are similar to those among. black

»

men._/in 1950, one—half of the nation's adult nonwhite women

t N \ T > —

’ lived with a husband but hy 1976 this -declined to about four

~
5

women in ten. Throughout this period there has been a rise dn

-

‘the share of blaek WOqen'whdfare currently divorced or married

-

“but living apart from their husband. Among these women, the
trend away from stability appears %o be occurring more rapidly

o

after l970 than before. That is, the proportion marr1ed spouse-"

s

-

present declined more‘in the six year period following 1970 than

in the preceeding twenty years (See: Glick and Mills, 1974: 2-4).
»
Trends among whites are less readily summarized Agiong
- %
white mén the fraction who were married and. lived with their wife
f; -

rose from 66 percent in 1950 to 71 percent,in the early 1970s

.. and has deciined very little. Among white women, the proportion ’

.

liv1n§ with their husband has fluctuated within a narrow range

jand at all dates just under ):wo-thirds of the white women were

“__J S ) v

g

-in this status.

Turning to the.other indicator of stability - the proportion
’ ‘ ’ .

. who lived -apart from a spouse because of marital discord - we.

see a,racial~similari&g.for among both races thi;\h;s\hecome

‘more common. Among whites this has primarily been a rise in the

proportion who are cyrrently divoreed whereas amoné'black
’ L ] -~ .
women there has been an increase in the proportion who are

<

currentlyjﬁarried\but live apart from their husbands.

[ 4

Age standardized data may conceal signifigant age differences
. P ~ ? .
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.o o, N . ) T
. 1 and for that reason’ Figure leresents age-specific information,

-~

' 4

v

»

about the indicators of marital status-for the earliest and most

_recent years.

s 4 . 4 . L3
Among whites‘unﬁer age 35.there has been a decrease inm .

-
‘.

the proportion in }he status assoé\ated with stability b the

'y

proportion martrjied. spougé present.

~

However,

.

»

. “.'

this has largely been

. ' « roffset-by cﬁanges at‘the older ages and whites at ages 40'ande

- over were more likef§ t be 11V1ng with.a spouse in 1976 than

. . comparably aged whites 1n 1950 As a result the age standardized
data - shown in Figure 1 —Qreveal nery little change over time

in the proportian of whites in this, status. . Trends'among blacks

'are quite distinct and we find that for all but the very oldi.t .

i
ages,

o

the pfoportion of both

Yy

men and women who lived with a

spouse decreased between 1950 andPthe~mid-197Os.

.- ', . N
. M . . . e L. - - . , .
‘ 4 . - o
. . . . .
!

. . . : - - - Figure 2 .
' . 3o i

°

~
Y ’ .

Ambng.both races, particularly sharp declines are evident in

+ -

s the proportion/gf young peopleiwho are\married and 1ive with a.

~

. . spouse<\<ihisreflects.the trend away from early marriage. Among

- ¢ -

whites under age 25 the pronortion,married-spouse-present is

.

- .
presently lower than any previoys date since World War -II.

Infor@afion‘about the marital status of blacks is available since

N

- ' 1890 and at’present a record low proportion of blacks under age -

Loe Y - Y . . . . r‘ l
25 live with a spouse. . L 0 A .
¢ v v o ’

B
& - N e ’

Turning te'tne.othsr tadicator - the proportion diverced or .
living apart from a spouse becatse of marital didlord - we/obsefge " ‘42/.
g i ' - 4 ) ‘ i\‘ o R '

, .
- -
" . . [ ! (
> . . C-
. . --
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. Figure 2. Are Specific Proportions in Marital Statuses Indicative of Stability or Lnstébiliiy,
‘ Whites and Blacks, 1950 and 1976. ~ . ’ .
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increases for both racés dnd both sexes. On this measure, there

is’a general trend away from marital stability affecting each of .-

the age groups.

The”marital status distribution for a given year reflects

t

many decisions about harriage; separation, divorce and remarriage.
. ~ -~
An investigation of each of those is beyond the scope of this

. //
report hut several'trends deserve gomment. The studies of Preston

. N > .
and others demonstrate a secular trend towaJd increasing divorce.

Appfoximately 20 percent of the marriages contracted in the 1920s
£ \ *

ended in divorce but current rates imply.that 40 to 50 percent of

the marriages’ of the 1970s will eventually be dissolved by divorce

. (Preston and McDonald, 1976: 1 and Table 1; Preston, 1975: 457;

Carter ‘and Glick, 1970: 54-59; U.S., Bureau of the Census, 1977c:
\ .
Table 10, Ferris, 1970: 74-80). If-increases in the divorc. ~te

are matthed by increases in the remarriage rate, then the rise in
divérce will hot%;iger the proportion oé adults wﬁg are currently
seﬁarh?ed or diﬁg?ced. H;wever, ififhe,dévgrce rate rises when )
the rfmarrfage&fa;e_is constant or*falli;g or if the inte;val

b . -
between separation and remarriage lenghtens; then the proportion

“of adults in statuses, ‘dicat;Qe of marital ord will grow.

“~

Norton-and Glick (19763 6-7; Glick and Norton, 1973: 303) show
\ e L.

“that through 1970 the diyorce and remarriage rates rose concurrently

but since then the divorce rate has increased more rapidly than .

‘the remarp%gge rate and this may exglain why a larger proportion AR

-

of adults are now divorced or'separated, a Lhange which is very

evident in both Figures 1 and 2. !

) \/
- .
N

3\

3




there has been a similar shift:hut this has been offset by a

_who share a‘household. '.

In summary,~changes in mar1ta1 status suggest a shift .away
from family stability as we defined it. Among blacks there are

declines-in the proportion of adylts who are married.and live
\ ¢ .

witlr their spouse and,'among whites in the childbeéring ages,

rise in the proportion married-spQuse-present at\older ages. The

other indicator - the proportion who are either divorced or

living apart from their saouse - has risen among both races.

Changes in marital status have been greater among blacks and °

\ y

racial differences are now larger thag at previous dates.

8
~ .
- .

Trends in Family Stability - fypes of Families and Family.Headship e

. N -r
When discussing the break down of black family life, Moynihan

noted the high proportion of black families headed by a woman

!nd stressed the untdward consequences. Figure 3 reports trends. - v

over time.in types of families among whites and nonwhites. . .The
. .‘ . ’,
Census Bureau defines a family as two or motre individuals who

are related by bloed, marriage or adoption‘end who share a
housing unit (ﬁ.g., Buread}of the Census, 1977h: Q}).HFamilies
are classified into three types; -those which are headed by a -
married couple,’those headed‘hyva woman who dnes~ndg/1i;e with

her husban&’and those headed by a man who does not haveta wife

<
- \

present (Glick 1957: 210 212). The majority-of families with a .
woman as head - 82 percent among blacks angi£3'percent among
whites in 1976 - include children (U. $., Bureau of the Census,

1977b Table l) bit some consist of sisters or other adult relative ' .
. . o~

)

- .S, 15
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3. If family type is the indicator of stability, we find a |

LN .
S

£ milies and che proportion headed
! ’ -
fa

+ date “about 4 péttent of the nonwhi

+

. families were headed by-a man who did not live with his wife.2

b; M ;_—'?igure3 - - -
. A s ) ¢ ’ .

- . i

N .
ilies headed by other males, are not shown but at each

-

o shiftwaway from stable famili€s among both races. . Figure 3 . }

shows the proportion of total famﬁ%des which were husband-wife

by a woman. Trends for

-

te angs 3 percent of the white

LN

- 1

. Among nonwhites, the proporti

s

1970, that is, from 77 percent to

on of total familles containlng

-

a married couple declined 7 percentage points between 1950 ‘and

12

70 percent, and then diopﬁfd

another. 8’ points after 1970 to 62 per ent -at present. There has

“been a cornesponding rise ¥n the share.of nonwhite families AN

~ ’2%, ] X
. a female head and by 1977, more than:one nonwhite family in
. . three was headed by a woman. This -is higher than during the

»

»

. Depression or anz/érevious date for which data are available

e

. . 1 .
’ © (Farley and Hermalin, 1971: Table 3). ‘ t :

»

. Among whites; the distribution of families by type changed

little during the two decades

following 1950 At each date

~

» approximately 88 percent were husband—wife families and 9 per-

cent were headed by a woman. Since 1970 there has been a slight

decrease in"the proportion husband-wife and a rise in the propor-

=

tion headed by a woman and, in 1977, 11 percent of the white

families were headed by a woman.
<

.

»

Among whites - as among nonwhites -~

- . : !
the fractidn of familieg with a woman as head appears to be higher

‘now than ever before.

*r

o

%
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¢ arrangements of adults who are rearing children, this analysis

> hdusehold includes all persons who reside in one dwelling unit. .

“,

!
| o
| \ ~ ‘

’ :
offset each other so that the proportian o black women in the‘

+

R - -
v . -

Changes in family headship reflect alterations in the living

+
arrangements oggadults and information about this is presented in

Table 1.' Since most interest is focused upon the family living ’ .

is restricted to individuals 18 to 64. This table classifies

adplts by their relationship td'the head of their household. A ,

: : : ~ o
In hodfeholds containing related ind{¥iduals or families, persons

* )

are ciéséifiéd as household heads, wives; children of the head;or‘
other, relatives of the head. Untelated persons within such
Q\‘k ’ -t . 3} "
households are ¢lassified as secondary individuals. .In house-
L . -
St | . N

' holds comgaining ufirelated individuals, one person is‘classified

as the household head and is referred to as the priﬁary@individnal.

1 . .

Other persons in the household ate classiffed as secondary i::

- '
.

viduals. ~People who are not {fn household are those who live in i

o

.barrerks, dormitories or other group quarters (U S., Bureau of

, Id
™~

the Census, 1977b: 52). " ]
\ \

. “ ' ‘
“ 3 .
. ~ ’ ‘
N N . ‘ . |
B N N o ‘
. ‘
. ' — ) |
! Y - + : ‘

\ --- g Table 1, - - - ‘

Looking finxt at data for black wcmen, we obserye a decrease ,

4

~
o>

yho' live outside regular households or as other "

’

in the prOporti

relatives of family héads. 6n the other hand, the proporgion

A o . .
heading their own household - be it a family orra household with

no relatives'— ha f increased At leéast through 1970.these trends

'x
.
2 3 . v
S ’
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i -, Table 1. Rersons-18 £6/64.Ye§;§ 01d by Household Status and Race, 1950 to ¥976a
. oo Lo _— St . -
°'.“ 3 L . e ' Lt ’ ) N\ : . , o
Lt L. ) v Blacks or Nonwhites ' Whites
Household Status ) p 7 1950b 1960‘b 1970 1976 - 1950 1960 1970 1976
ff‘ Women . Tt “f\( " . ' y
) Heads of Primary Families 11 1 20 26 s ‘s . 1 . 8 °
- b ! - v - - 'Y
~ Primary Ipdividuaf 6 7 9 10 4 5 6 7
Wives of Heads of o ) , [
’ /,. Primary Families 51 55 52 45 - 69. 74 174 12
N . ‘ . .. .- . . A . o~ . N
_ Children,of Heads of T - { \
: Primary Families . V . 10 10 8 9 10 8, . 8- 8
" Other Relatives of <
Family Heads 12 9 8 7 6 4 3 3
Secondary Individuals ‘s, 3 2 2 2 11 1
. ¥8e- n Households s - 2 11 3 2 1 1
Total 100% ., 100% .100%. 1007% ) 100% 100% '100% 100% .-
L .
Men . .
~ ) L3 v K
Heads of Husband-Wife . .
Primary Families 54 58 59 54 . 68 74 76 73
Heads of Other Primary o N
Families 3 - 3 3 3 2 2 2 2
% Primary Individuals 5 7. 9 / 13 3 a2 ths 8
¥ Children of Heads of ‘ T ~ X )
‘R(}maf& Ramflies _1 . 11 , 12 13 16 ‘ 13 .10 12 12
. Other Relatives of 1\ o ) ‘ . -
.Family Heads | 11 8 . 7 7 . 5 " 3 . 2 2
. ‘ \ ¢ ‘ i )
Secondary Individuals 7 5 4 4. 3 4 1.2
{ - . . . |
Not in Households . 9 7 5 23 6- 5 ) 2 1
i ~

a. Data have been standardized for age using the distribution of- the total population
- 187td 64 in 1960 as the standard. The 1950 and 1960 data were obtained from decepnial
a - censuses and the 1970 and 1976 data from the Current Population Survey. See sources
b " for a discussion of comparability. . o
* b. Data for 1950 and 1960 refer to nonwhites '

Sources: U.S., Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1950 P-E, No. 2D, &ables
| , 1 and 2; Census of Population: 1960, PC(1)- 1B, Table 453 PC(2) -4B, Table 2;
: : Current Population Survey, Series P- 20 Nos. 212 aqi§306

e | 18 e




status aSsociated with family stability - that is, living with a

husband who headed the household‘- remained essentialgg’constant.

Y N

Since 1970 trends are different and’ there has been a substantial
\

-4
decline in the prbportion of adult black women ‘who are Wives of

family heads. A minority =45 percent - arer now in - this status.
Similar changes are evident among white Yomen. The propor-

N . Y < v~ < .

tion who 1fve outsiﬁe regular households é;{as relatives other

I
1 LR
than wives has declined and the’ proportion heading their own °
-/‘. -~ S [ .

families or living’as primafy indivlduals has -risen. Since 1970

there has been gdrop in the p‘roportion of white woméﬁ who are’
wives oﬁ family.heads but it is much smaller'- bOthx}n‘absolute

and-relative terms - than the-comparable change among blacks.

.

Turning to data for men, we find -thHat a decreasing share
C
of both blacKs and whites live in group quarters, as shconda

-

individuals or as other relatives“of household heads and,
A . . & 5] .‘\. )
between 1950°and 1970, a growing proportion headed their own

.husband-wif; families. Since 1970 there has,been a\fairly sharp -

3 - - .

'-rise in the proportion who live as primary individuals and, for

the first time sincé World War fI,.a decline in the frac!&qn of .

men who head husband—ﬁife families. The magnitude of these

5

changes 18 greaternﬂm%ng blaeks than among‘ggites.

The changing d&stributions of famz}4>§/b7;lype_: shown in

Figure 3 - and living arrangementSNLf dults ~ reported in Table -

\oﬁ"
1 - reSult from alteratibns in the marital status of adults and

N -

the increasipg tendency of women to head their own households

&




rather than Tive with husbnqu, friends .wrelatives“ 7Ross and
- Y ¢
Sawhill contend that economic changes in recent years have made

B T Y-
L3

it: easier for women” to head their own families They pdintsto /

,three important trends. First,' a higher proportion of wgmen wq;k

In 1966 40 percent of thé women were in the 1abor forcé; a decade

-

1ater< this rose to 48 percent (U.S.,cBureau of Labor Statistics,

"1977: Table.K—Z). Second Ewomen who work have larger incomes

. » M b, 3
than in the past. In the last decade, the median income of mén, -
. b S » -

in constant doilars,/;ose an average of 0. ! percent pfr iear, but.

that of women, 2.7 percent (U-.s., Bureau-of,the%CensQ§,f1977e:

- Be < 4

Table i0,012 and 61). Third;rwelfare payments have“increase¢$~ i
restfictions to obtaining welfare have been negated,.and an

‘ é .
increaseing proportion of those who are eligible actuaIly obtain ’

welfare benef (}s (Ross and Sawhillf 1975: 94-99) . NS

t

. .

While there is ambiguity about whether these economic changes

.

in themselyes have led to increased marital disruption, it is,\

' reasonable to asgume that women who experience marital dissélution .
- N N 9’ . o

¢ S ’

or who bear an‘&llegitimate child now are more able to head tHeir ,
~— ¢ “e

own famiiies “than similar’ women were twenty five years ago. . (For
discussions see Cutright,_197l' Cutright and Mad;géy 1976 Hannan,

-

//’Tumasand Groenevelp, 1976). Increaslﬁgin family,headship by women -

are'quite.shar nd Table 2 presents@informa%ion about_these trends.

’ ~-~

-

Women' are classified by mdrital status and the proportion who headed

Ao

their own“families at each date is shown. Bgcf{in—19503 fewer than 30

. -
° .

°
'




percent of the women who were dlvorcéﬁ or married-spouse-absent .

- ¢were family heads but by 1976, 60 percent of the black and, one-

]

half of the white women in these marital disruptioh statuses
. [} -

headed their own familiee. In brief, .it used to be that once

. a couple terminated their marrdage, the wemeﬁ commonly lived with

0&»

her own parents.or with relatives!. Today, she is very likely
- ) ) ‘
to head her own fag}%y, (Cutright, 1974).
i Y ‘
- -~ Table 2 = - =

2

% .

‘ g&long with ‘these .changés in/the propensity “to- head families,

[

there have been éhifts in the age—maritgl statusvdistribufion .of
femele family head@. _ Waomen who head familiea,are now: younger

and more often divorced or separaéed‘and less ofﬁén\;zzahed~~

>

-
than in the past (U S., Bureau of the Census, 1974: 7). Because

of these changes, there ha\ been a dramatic increase in the .
. e
'prépdrtion of‘feﬁﬁle family heads who have the responsihility‘

> e ~

of caring for dependéhr'children.

o . . ‘.- / =
, Y- -- Table3 - - - R .
» R . ~ N B
Table 3 illustrates this point. In 1950, less than half-
9 »~ Al ¥

“of the black female hegded families were comprised of a mother’

,

}
°and’her children under 18. By 1976, 72 percent of the black

A d

womelg who heiﬂed fahilies were ralsing,théir own. deperident

children and®Wh additional 10 percent had the responEibilitX of

: icaring for Mlated children under 18 (U.S., Bureau of the Censud’,

- v

1977d: Table l).\,For white.femile family heads, rhe changes have




~Table 2. Proportion of Women who Head Families by Mayital Status
and Race; 1950 to 1976 for Women 14 -and Over

1950 . 1960 1970 1976

=

ﬁlack WOmena

.Single * - ! 3.5%

farried-Spouse-Absent 4’ 2711]_.
,Div;rced . B —
W?do&ed

White Women ":

Single' .

-

.,,\\\\\Eiiiiéd-Spouée—AEsent,
. " Divo ‘

a. Data for 1950 and 196;\;;?Er'to non{whifes.

‘ Sources:» U°S}, Bureau of the Census, Census of Ro uiation: 1950,
" P-Ej No. 2D, Tables 1 and 2; Census o pulation: 1960,
PC(2)-4B, Table 2; Census of Population: 1970, PC(ZJ ~4B,
Table 2; Current/ngplamion Survgz, Series P-20, No.»

306 Table 6. :

-

~
A -

Table 3. «'Proportion of  Female Family Heads Living with. own .
Children Less Than 18. . - -

N
. - ’ Id ' . ’ /, o ’
‘ ' 1950 ' 1960 1970 1976

-

’ ' £ .
Black ‘Woren 2 Ve wax ss.en de.er 71.6%

White Women - ~ ' 32.3% " 42.23 '50.7%  58.3%

N~

'xa.; Dété for 1950 and 1960 refer to.non-whites.
. N . e )
Sources: U.S., Buréau of the'Census, Census of Population: 1950,
: P-E, No. 2°A, Tableés 4°and 5; Census of ‘P8pulation: 1960,
) PC(Z) 4A, Tahle 4; Census of Population: 1970, PC(2)—4A,
Table 6; Current _Population Survey, Series P—20 No. 3&

Tahle 1.
23 :
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]

just as great. In 1950, lesg than one-third were mothers with
' . ‘ & ™~ ! Q
cnildren but by 1976, 58 percent of the white female family heads

were mothers living with their own children and 'an, additional 5

percent &ere caridg for related children under IB. -
* ‘ .
The trends described in’ this section point toward ecreased
. . o

-

# family stability. The propontion of families consisting of a

man and his wife Bas'fa]'}en while tHe prop{)rt’ion headed by a

woman has increased and thus-a-growing fraction .of women -

black and white - face the challenge of heading\ family or a‘' -

household "without a husbnad. 'Ijhe changes in family status have
- - ' .
been greater amomg blacks't,hamwhites,a*acial differences

are novw larger than ever before. / w2’ , .

.

L) . 4 " . L4

Trends in Family Stability .- i#egitimacLPrg'portion of Birtfls Illegitimate

p

n Ill/e,gitimacy influences family stability in a val:iety of ways.

*

If a woman {ecomes premaritally pregnant, -her chances for a srfble
et

marriage may be -lessened (Fustenberg, 1976: 823 Coombs and Zumeta,
' . |l, * . ¢ ) : .
1970 }J S., Bureau of the Census, 1976b: Table 9) and if a chil_d:

is born to a single woman, his or her opportunities to grow up'

¥

with both parents aré diminished. . -

4

Data about the fertility of unmarried women in the United /" :

———

States ‘are not of high q‘uality KCut‘r.igfit, 1?72: ,459—433) and
presentli;' only,38°s'tates asc_ertain ng‘it’imacy status. (U.s., ‘
Na‘tion.al' Center‘ for Heslth Sqt:.t.istics," 1976a: Vol. I, '3-ll).
the basis of data from reporting ’ﬁe&tg_e National’Center for

L 4 R
Health Statistics (NCHS) develops annual pstimates of illegitimate

24



v LI — .
.\’ ‘. . 21 - -~ (U. . ‘
) ' . : g oo . T,
. o - . . ¥ . ~ .
. ' b-irth.s by age and'race of mother. - . Only a few studies have: | ’3,/ PR
- - \ NALEE s N . '
) e invesr_igabed the,_acc:uracy of these : data or whether there are .
. - o - . N o [ 2 s
. T Lol “
Y racial or soc’to- economic differencés in reportingxa thus
\ i N , £ - > - . * .
" il egit‘imacy trends must be’interpreted au%ously (Clague and . . / !
- . ¥ Veéntura, l968 72 81). I oo S
- : } 5- 4 ..\ 7 . N n - i :
‘ ) o Figure 'Zo\shows trends in- the pro orbion of Births illeg’iti— . oo v
° \ * mate among whites and nonwhites and suggests there has been a</
. & » e
) p:onouvd shift in the dis/;.ibution of 'childbearing in this L . a
- ‘ L . - Z
p . ’ 3
) country. In 1950 about one birth in. 25 occurred to an unmarried. . i b
. - 'v . y Voo
P . woman, but in l975 ab0ut one birth in seven w‘s illegitimate. A . g
’ A o similar trend'is evident fqr both\races, howexzier the increase has ) o A
h . . ﬁ l' ) ‘ ‘ [N ' ’
~ been- much grea!er a%ong blacks- and a gsent, just under one- / k,
N . A E) [ ;
. ,half af the black births are delivered td unmarried womén compared .
- , A “ - -~ . g SR - T
to 7 percent of ‘the white (U.S., National Center i for Health' , & i
. R * /> *» e , T
. o ) Statis‘tics, l975b Table 12) These are high le‘ls of ilLegiti— ¥ / .
o . macy. Hartley reports for example, that, the proportion of . R “"
; D e T s t ., S
, 7. “births illegitimate exceéds 50" percent in onl‘y a few Latin . .

American hations and the current proportion illegitimate among N s
Uni-ted States whites is’ greatey than the 1evel reported in ost . )
. . European nations (Hartley, 19:/5 Figure 1) ‘ . .
~ . * It is puzzli?g that there shd'ﬁ\ld be 4 sharp rise in illeg-i— S . - T

timAcy in the perfiod since the end of World War. I!b. There have -

. ) been impr0vements f\b‘i‘rt/h control techniques and the 1egalization ,

7. . B A}

"a.f abortiOn. Not only hasfu.se of contraception increased but~the

p—

gov'ernment‘has dev‘oted substantial resources to the delivery of . L~

e

A
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Figure &. Prqportion of Total Births Illegitimate, 1950 to 1975°
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. Monthly Vital Statistics Report,-Vol. 23, Lo. ll Vol. 24,
e o No. 11 Supplement 2;_Vol. 25, No: 10.




o4

bir&h control services (Westoff and Ryder, 1977: Ch.XII; Jaffe

and Cutright, 1977: Table 5; Dryfoss, 1976).

As a first step iniexploring recent trends, we disaggregated:
changes in the propottion of births illegitimate. <For example,

if the fertility rates of married women decrease while those of

unmarried women remain constant, 3 growing proportion of

.total births will be ilhegitimate. Or if the proportiﬂh of
women who are married falls ‘but childbearing rates of. married and
unmarried women remain fixed, there will be a rise in the propor-
tion illegitimate. To assess the effects of demograp ic changes

we used the components of difference between two proportions
~

methoddlogy (Kitagawa, 1955). Four components were considered:
a. charges in the legitimate birth rate

changes in the illegitimate birth rate
. - .

changes in the marital status of women

changes in the age distribution of women 15 to 44

calculated age-specific fertility rates by legitimacf
. . . )
"status. For each year we began with the NCHS estimates of legi-

: timate ‘and illegitimate births by age of mother. Legitimate
births were related to the Census Bureau s estimate of married-

Y

spouse—present women and illegitimate births to the number of

wo{en in all other marital statuses. We use the term unmarried to

refer to women who are eligible to bear iylegitimate children.3

The results-of this decomposition of changes in the proportion

]

of births illegitimate are s own below‘ ) " r

N E
s el k

m@ﬁ;

29‘%




’ .

. Components af Change in =
" e A . Proportion”of Births
’ Illegitimate 1950 to 1975
Black . White

Proportion Illegitimate - 1950 ) 17.9% ) §k7%
Proportion Illegitimate - 1975 *48.6 1=

\‘\) : Totel Change ' +30.7% |+ 5.6%

Change Attributable to: . . v . -
Change in Legitimate Fertility Rate + 6.4

e ) Change in Illegitimate Fertllity Rate, + 3.3
Change in Marital Status '+12.6

Change, in Age Distribution + 1.2
Intgrace;on of Factors + 7.2

We discover that decreases over time in the fertility rates

of married \H&men played an important role in the overall rise in

[ 5. .

proportion illegitimate and, amdng both rgces, they produted
about one-fifth of the observed change. -hmong blacks, the

decreased rate of fertility within marriage wag about twice a-s

" B { v
- v

important as th:'Fise in illegitimate rates in accounting for the .
shifting distribution of births by legitimacy.
Figu;e 2 reported that many fewer young women were married
J “and living with their husbands and this shift in marital status
1‘# had a sizable independent effect ﬁpoﬁ the Proportion of births
11Tegit imate. Changes in.marigé{ status - the shift\aﬁﬁy from
the married-spouse-present status ~ were greater among blacgg"‘
and so the effects of this variable were greater among bilacks.
Shifts fhfthe age d;striﬁutignpof women 15 to 44 have also had
‘aﬁ effect, albeig a small one, on the proportion of girths T
. \illeéitimate. _As a resulé of the changes in fer%ility rates,
0 , " . ' . ' |

o ' ~

T 28, .
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-marital status and age, the agnual number of illegitimate births
- \ . ’
in the mid-1970s was about three times the number recorded a

B
N

. ’ . -‘ "
.score of year earlier. However, the annual number of legitiamte

births fell about 20 percent.

Demographic fluctuations actount for much ofothe change

" in the distribution of births by legitimacy status and if

- the fertility of married women continues decline more rapidly
- 1
than that of unmarried women or if increasing proportians of

young women remain single, there will be further rises in the

proportiom of births océurring out of wedlock.

@', ’
N

The Fertility Rates of Unmariied Women' * .

' - Although the distribution of births by legitimacy status is
N £ .
: {
one indicator of family stability, further imformation may. be

M

obtained by analyzing the rate at which unmarried women bear

ctdldren. This indicato; gives a different view of trends in

family stability. Illegitimate and legitimate general fertility

rates were calculated and these are plotted in Figure 5.'-The

-

illegitimate general fertility rate for a given year indicates

1

the number of illegitimate births per l ,000 unmarried women 15

.~ ' .

. to 44 vwhile the legitimate‘iertility rate shows births per 1, 000
. 1 'Y i ‘ . : . . AERY

“"married women: ¢ . .

\ - . .

- . - -- .Figure 5 .- - -

Among married women, the frequency of childbearing increased

rapidly after 1950 and attained a peak in 1957 for whit@s and

the next year for nonwhites. Since that time, childbearing®

-
[ 4

. . . .
. » N . 'g »
N _ 22{; X -
+ ' .
. . .
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. Figure 5- General Fertility Rat:es by Legi
1950 to 1975 .
. [§
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within marriage declined :nd the rates for both races in 1975‘,
were- about 70'percent as great as in 1950.

Fertility rates for unmarried women follow a different N
pattern. The highest’ratesfwere reached at later dates and
the retent declines haye been much smaller. Among both whites
,and nonwhites there haye been modest decreages but, in 1975, the
_illegitinate general fertility rates were much higher than
comparable rates twentylfiye years earlier, indeed the white.
rate in 1975 was twice that of lQSQ and the black‘rate about
40 percent greaterA

An examination of age-specific rates reveals that there
has been a substantial decrease in legitimate fertility among

1
womeh 25 anq,older of both races and smaller declines among

£Y

younger wbmen. A similar but delayed trend typifies the child-

'bearing of unmarried womefi.- Since the late 1960s, the fdrti%ity

of these women over 24 declined substantially, that of women 20

to 24 has fallen nodestly bdt‘the fertility rates of unmarried,

e ? e

teenagers have increased (Ventura, 1977).
¢ . : *
The changes described in thisisecfloh\gave a’ mixed picture

of trends im family stability. There ‘hag _been a rapid rise in: ~

the number“andﬂproportion of‘birtha il imate. To the extent
that there are welfare and health probl
timacy - and most ;tuides suggest that there are such problems -
(Berkov and Sklar, l976) -a growing fraction of the nation's

x

children will be affected by these difficulties. Although the

s associated with 1llegi-




~

. . * proportion. illegitimate has risen among both Yaces, the increases " ,\
\ 0 b + - ) » i

have been g}eatér among blacks and the raciall difference on this

\ -

measure hds widéned.

The indicéﬂor‘of family stabi}ity based upon the rate at .

oY

Whifh unmarried women bear children may lead to different infer--
\\ . ences. E;}tiligy rates among unmarried. black and white‘w;men
' 20 and over have fallen a bit since the late 1960s. It may be

P .
. tiat the greater use of contraception and abortion which reduced.

the fertility of maryied women during the I950s and 1960s 1s’now ~
. 1 . N |

Vi
having a similar consequence for the childbg;ring of unmarrieA : , .

’ women over 20 (Sklar and Barkov, 1974a:’ Table 4; 1974b? Téb}e'Z):
SN <\

hd N

Among ummarried -teenagers, there has been some rise in the use of
s ] v a

Yo

contraception but there apparently has .been a much.gfeater . A . - |
increase in" sexual activity. Zeinik_and Kantner estimate ti ..

during bhé‘early f;?OS-the proportion of pnmérried teenggefs ﬁhd'
Qere seiualii;iﬁtiQe but never q?ed contraceptives rose from)6 PO ’ "

o 10 percent and this may help to acqouné for the rising illegitimate

[y

birth rate at the yoyngest ages (Zelnik apd Kantner, 1977: Jables
. . ’ L4 .

'3 and 9).

Trends in Family Stability - The Living Arrangements of Young Children“\\\

r ’ : . )
T The final ipddcator of family stability.concerns whether

N

children live with their own parents or in some other arrangement. 4 .
. < : -
This is of interest since, as Moynihan argued and as subsequent . -
\ ., . . - :' . . V . o N o .' ,
- T ‘_ . . .. .«%. . !
L i ~ :, ¢
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N \ N
investigations showéd,,growing up apart from both parents

restricts a child s socioeconomic achievement (for'a summary of
findings see: Ross-and Sawhill, 1975: Ch. 6)« /

Census Bureau tabulations.provide 1im1ted information about
. 4 3 '
the living arrangements-of children. For centain dates between

1950 .and 1976, "we can détermine the types of households in

which children lived and, for dates between 1960 and the present,
N

we can ascertain ‘the family 1iving arrangements of children.

.
~ -~

This 1atter information appears most pertinent to the issue

of family s8tability..

4

N
- ’

Figure 6 shows the proportion of ‘children-under 18 who

either lived with both. of their-parents - real or adoptive - or

1ived with their mother only; that is, they .lived in a family

. -
which did not include their father. These data have been standardized

for age to take account of tHJ\shifting age distribution of children.
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6. Proportion of Children Under 18° Living Wlth Both ™
Parents or With Their Mother Ornily by Race, 1960 to 19762
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This figure sucdinctly portrays the very la\rg\e racial . ;

& g

difference on this indicator of family stabi-lity.> pAt»'all datesj
a. much higher proportion of white than black: children’ lived in h'
families with both their parents while the’proportion living
with only theimother was higher for blatks than for, whites

If we assume that living with both parents is indicative of

family stability, then we observe a movement away, from stability T .

among both races. About 90 per'cent of the white children in

1960 lived with both parents but by \1976 this’ had fallen to 86

¢ 4

percent A much greater shift occurred among ] blacks and %he - -

~ 0

2 ":‘«(:" ‘:",:"' N
A e G s B

decline was from about two-thirds of the chii.dren in families
with both parents in 1960\ to just under one—half in- 1976.. The

major. offsetting change has\peen the increaseing propensity o);f—‘

' 4

children to live in families which include their mpther but not
thzir father _In 1976, 40 perceht of thf b.l[k chil'dren under 18

and 12 percent of the white were in such living arr;a’ngements

Y

There have beengﬁnall fluctuations in the pr0port!ion of children .

living with their father Only and at all dates about one percent®
of the'tie and 2 percent of '&he black children were in this

status. Since 1960 thlare has been a modest decline in the 2.

“

proportion who live with neither parent but the racial difference
in this indicator of family stability remains very large. ,Agout

9 percent of the black contrasted to 2 percent of the whﬁ children

live with neither their father not their mother. '(ﬁ—.s., Bureau of-

the Census, 1977bi Table 5).'< - .
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™ We reported that an increasing share of adults are divorced -

-
.

*  and that a growing fraction of children are born td ynmarried /' -4

3
’ [ &

-

women. As a result, there hag been a rise in the proporgi:n of

children who live|with a divorced or single mother rather ‘than

-

\-with both parents,, The figures below show the average annual

CoA . . L
- .- change, from 1968 to 1976, in the number of blacktand white ) 4
. ¢
children 1living in specific arrangements (U.S., Bureau of the” Census : -
© 1977a: Tibles 4 and 5; 1969: Tables 4 and 9). + = )
’/
. A
. 4 : . - ‘ o e : '
= ) " ~._ Average Annual Percentage Chamge,
. T ' . 1968 to 1976 in the Number-df .
K . - Children Under Age 18 _ .
T, Black © White .
J . ", Total Number of Children ¢ - 4T - 1.2 %
Livin&~in Femilies with Both Parents -2.4 0 . - 1.8 .
; : Yiving in Families with Mother Onlf" ’
/, Total + 3.6 + 4.1 J
-8ingle Mother +10.3 +14.0
Married—Spouse-Abﬁent Mother + 1.3 \ + 2.5
R ‘. Divorced Mothe : ! + 8.4 + 8.4
' Widowed Mother : - - 1.8 T- 2.4
A .
. .. Living in Families with Father Only ) - 4,6 . s +71.7
. . LiVing with Neither’Parent * - 2.5 . - 1.9
BN - -‘\ ) ) ’ \, ‘
During: this span the total number of children”declined because
of the downturn in fertility rates. The.number living with both/////
’ parents decreased even,more rapidly reflecting the changing marital . '
ot ) status of adults, a change’ wh‘gh is most evident among blacks. The ~
. . . N
. s ]
. number of children living in- families with theiﬁmnother only rose, - ' S
; - & c
e largely because more children are with divorce others. The N _ .

B L g
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number in this status has itﬁyéased about 8 percent annually -

-among both races. There is an even higher growth rate for the

number of children living with a single mother - in excess of 10

. ¢
" percent each year. This is still arr uncommon occurrance among
” -

-

whites but it is rather frequent among blacks. That is, about
1] - . P

9 percent of the nation's black children under 18 and one-half of «)
one pgfcent of the white in 1976 lived with a sigﬁle mother (U.5.,

Bureau of the Census, 1977b: -Table 4 and 5).

' Changes in the living arrangements of young children imply

a trend away from family stability among both races. On this -
measure:also, the changes are greater among blacks than among *
’ ) v

whites and tWe racial differences, which were very large in 1960,
N » [

have increased.’ ' V//’——-f

. * 4 o

oy




Summary and Conclusion ’ - o »

& 3

- ‘ —7 Y.
We'defined a stable family system as one in which adults

marry and.live with their spouses and in which-children are

raised f)y both parents. Most of 'ther demographic cha‘nge‘:s of thé

last two decades imply a shi’ft away from this traditional type .

o
‘. -~ - - A

of family organization. Sixﬂspecific conclusions about family e

L,

stability may be stated. S ¢ — ' toon .
o First, age at marriage has:risen and,a’ively large
» N :/-"“f " 4 M
) ) fraction of young people are remaining singl@until they reach
. . . pu— . . s .

‘ their mid or late twenties. This necessarily reduces the number
M (¥

of years adults spend in the statuses associated yith family - Lo

stabilit};. . . e -

NSecond, a growing proportion of marriages are dissolved by
b . ; ’ .
divorce and, as a result Yhumerous adults live for '§t least s.1e

time as separated or divorced individuals. The proportion living K
S .
. . 1] . " ,
— > with a spouse has declimed and by the mid-1970s onl# a mirority
. . . j . 8 : ‘
' , of black women lived with a husband. - - - -\ .

Thi_rd: ?/'rapidly increasing proportion of the nation's
' M . R L
births occur to unmarried women. This comes about because of- . .

delayed marriage and because the-“childbearing rates of those ‘ : -

: | ‘ AN

- -

women who are qxarrvied’flave’declined sharply. .
Fouyg,/smgstantial changes in family headship have taken

. . e , | 4 - k
S . place. “k giowing share of women head, their own families br head . /
. | - I . .

households v‘vhich contain only non-relatives rather-thap living

. - . K |
. . . with a.husband. Among men, there has, been a modest decrease in - ) J
) B Lo - ‘ v o : :

- I K TN ' -

e
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F Y the proportion living with a,wife and an offsetting\r'ise,in the *
* ‘ - ‘ s

proportion living by themselves or, with non-relatives. . . o

. ¥

.
\

-
.. > .
e v .

Fifth, a declining share of children live in families- 3

. i « N

[ 4

which cdntain both their parents. Because of,:ge frequent' © o | -,

marital disruption and more common illeéi\timacy, children toda'y . .

gathér' om®¥; than . ;
- v z ¢ . .
were ch?dren in the past. . - . ., . .

Sixth, Moynihan was inc st f ok o 2f%ert that the t<rl§nd : .
‘ j’ ‘ g that the trend T S

away from, family stabirlftJy was -restricted to blacks. On almost n,‘ ‘ - .

? : r N
are much more likely to be liv{t}g with th
'} . r. »

»

all of these indicators, changés among whites parallel: those ¢
' \

apong blacks, but the shift away from stability has bm-ch - 'ﬁ‘ h

BPY “

- »

P = \
greater among blacks. In 1950,. the racial differénce on these va

- indicators was large bdt,thq differentials have widened ‘and ~ .

~ ® 5 P '

(W $
blacks and whites are nog lgggl alike with' regard to family e
- ' ' ’ f'l:
s - - ~
#cructure than in the past. % - ¢ : . &

-’

Numerous studies have analyzed t‘he‘ éo_néeg”ences of. family” ..
- . disorganization for children (Ross.afid «Sawhill, 1976: Chip. 6).

\ . Although the evidence is mixed, there seem to)eégbilitiés o N
: ' o ‘ = ! ’ [ ' ) €
. a}sso%cated with family instability. If nothing else, there are .

o s
- '

e economic liabilities. In 1975, mean income per family member in

. .white families headed by a woman was only 63 percent\tlﬁt for

.
s

, pembers of white families headed by a married couple - $3,l7'4 per
family member*compared to $5,108. For black families headed by , ’ L,

- 1"‘ - TN ’

a womZn, per capita Meeme.was only 53 percent phat of black hus- vy e .

band-wife families - $1,684~per family member cmpa“) $3,194
«, . N —

- -' \ - . , E




A

"in the ensuing decade suggest that if the aim is to minimize racial

, breaching those barriers which limit black occupational'achievemént

v »
. B

(U.S., Bureau of the Census, 1977e: Table 2. For comparable

~evidence from a longitudinal study see: Hoffman, 1977).

L3 - <
Moyﬁihan focused attention upon the structure of black families

.

because he believed that family instability was a primary cause
of racial differences in social ahd‘economic achievement. He was
- :

widely criticized for descriBing the black family as if it were -

pathological and inherently unstable. A variety of studies conducted

gaps in economic sfatus, stabalizing black families will be far *
(Y o . .
less'effective.than eliminating Eacial diffdrences in pay rates or

»
A3
7 , ° \ .

(Duncan and D;ncan, 1969; 277; Duncan, Featherman and Duancan, 1972:
r . ] v : .
62-66; Featherman andLHauger, 1976: Tables 5.and 6). ’
. ) - " s
P ) ] g‘?*
rex

In their efforts to refute Moynihan, criticsoverlooked one -
N o

fundaméntal fact - family living érranéementS'are intinately t;EH .

to economic well-Béing and the fémily is society's basic mechanisn
for transferinf;jii}ﬁr from earners to débendentsr It is not - -
- . \ .

qgcéssary to argue that singlé parent‘families are pathological or

even unstable in order to recognize that single parents are typically

noe as well off as a married couple and that children raised by one, N

] .~

. . (
parent will generally not receive as mauy time and money

~ g

inputs as children raised by both their parehts. The “Qift away from

- LY v -~ *‘
family stability-which is revealed by the demographic data - implies
R LS =, . @ « g

* -
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. that society is moving away from a family system which maximizéd
| ‘t?{feconomic well-being of women and children toward one which
appears to minimize their economic well-being but maximizes that
of men. ° ’
. .
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. FOOTNOTE i
-

\

¢

d

o The absence of data for blacks for sope years presents a problﬁﬁ “
since the family status of those nonwhites who are not blacks differs
greatly from that of blacks. 1In 1976, ‘for example, 19 percent of the -

« - black women but only 9 percent of”the nonwhite women who were got black

reported they were divorced or married and living apart from their A

husband (U.S., Bureau 6f the Cénsus, 1977b: Table 1). Among blacks, 49

percent of ‘the births in 1975 were illegitimate but among other nonwhites,

only 15 percent were out-of-wedlock (U.S., National Center for Health

Y, ' Statistics, 1976b: Tables '6 and 12).

' On solutlon to this difficulty is to. present.tiﬁe serles data for .
. whites and ngnwhites but most interest has been focused upon the family
X structure of blacks and, as the Orieptal and Indian populatlons grow, )
data for nonwhites becomes less indicative of blacks. A better solution .
would be to assemble data for blacks at all dates but prior to the late
1960s most federal agencies did not separately tabulation dinformaiton
for blacks.

k4

. N ’
2 S N
Data in Figure 3 pertain to primary families, that .is, ;families .
in which the head of the family $also the head of the household
D~ S - L
This procedure from that of NCHS since they do not use married- .
. spouse-absent women in the denominator of their illegitimate fertility
. v rates. (U.S.,-National Center for Health Statistics, 1976a: 3-11).
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